
COMVON W E ALT H OF KE NT UCK Y 

BEFORE THE ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSI9N 

* * * * * * *  
I n  the !latter of 

GENERAL ADJUSTMENT 1 
IN ELECTRIC RATES OF 1 CASE NO. 7900 
KENTUCKY POWER COMPANY ) 

ORDER DENYING REHEARING 

On D e c e m b e r  17, 1980, t h e  Energy R e g u l a t o r y  Commission 

e n t e r e d  a n  o r d e r  g r a n t i n g  t h e  K e n t u c k y  Power Company 811,535,000 

in i n c r e a s e d  o p e r a t i n g  r e v e n u e  b y  a p p r o v i n g  i n c r e a s e d  rates 

to  t h e  Company's  c u s t o m e r s .  On J a n u a r y  8 ,  1981, Ken tucky  

Power Company f i l e d  a n  a p p l i c a t i o n  for  r e h e a r i n g  of t h e  Com- 

miss ion ' s  necember 17, 1980 O r d e r  I n  w h i c h  i t  a l l e g e d  six ( 6 )  

''errors" had  b e e n  c o m m i t t t e d  I n  the C o m m i s s i o n ' s  o r i g i n a l  

Order. For purposes of c l a r i t y ,  the Commission will address 

e a c h  of Kentucky Power's c o n t e n t i o n s  i n d i v i d u a l l y .  

(1) K e n t u c k y  Power ' s  first a s s e r t i o n  of error i n  t h e  

Commiss ion ' s  O r d e r  is t h a t  t h e  record of t h i s  proceeding w i l l  

n o t  j u s t i f y  t h e  Commiss fon ' s  a c t i o n  in r a i s i n g  Ken tucky  P o w e r ' s  

r a te  of r e t u r n  on common equity f rom 12.75 t o  13.25%. I n s t e a d ,  

t h e  Company a r g u e s  t h a t  a r e t u r n  n e a r e r  t h e  h i g h e r  end of t h e  

range found j u s t  and  r e a s o n a b l e  for this par t i cu la r  utility - 1/ 

was more in o r d e r .  

A s  is v i r t u a l l y  always t h e  case i n  an a d v e r s a r y  rate pro- 

c e e d i n g ,  the evidence on rate of r e t u r n  on  equity w a s  ex-  

extremely conflicting and  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n s  of t h e  e x p e r t  wit- 

n e s s e s  on t h i s  were q u i t e  d i v e r g e n t ,  a l t h o u g h  each of 

t h e m  had i m p r e s s i v e  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s .  T h e  A t t o r n e y  General's 

witness, Mr. J o h n s o n ,  t es t i f ied  t h a t  h i s  estimate of t h e  

Company's  cost  of e q u i t y  was 13.!25%, a n d  t h a t  this f i g u r e  

f u l l y  r e f l e c t e d  r e c e n t  t r e n d s  i n  economic and s e c u r i t y  market 

c o n d i t i o n s .  He t h e n  concluded t h a t  a r a n g e  of r e t u r n s  on 



common e q u i t y  of 12.5% t o  14.6% t o  be fair f o r  Ken tucky  
2 /  Power. - L i k e w i s e ,  Ken tucky  Power's  w i t n e s s  p r e s e n t e d  

t e s t i m o n y  i n  s u p p o r t  of a r e t u r n  on e q u i t y  of a p p r o x i m a t e l y  

14.5%. 3' A c c o r d i n g l y ,  i t  was and i t  remains the Commission's 

opinion t h a t  t h e  most r e a s o n a b l e  c o n c l u s i o n  which may 

be drawn from t h e  t e s t i m o n y  and  e x h i h i t s  offered is that t h e  

a p p r o p r i a t e  d e c i s i o n  on t h i s  p o i n t  l i es  s o m e w h e r e  b e t w e e n  

the e x t r e m e  l i m i t s  of t h e  e x p e r t  t e s t i m o n y .  

The  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  of a f a i r  r a t e  of r e t u r n  for 8 p u b l i c  

u t i l i t y  r e q u i r e s  the e x e r c i s e  of a fair a n d  i n f o r m e d  j u d g e m e n t  

having regard for a l l  of t h e  r e l e v a n t  facts. The  range of 

r e t u r n s  must n o t  only allow t h e  u t i l i t y  t o  a t t r a c t  c a p i t a l  

a t  r e a s o n a b l e  costs t o  i n s u r e  c o n t i n u e d  reliable service 

and provide for necesary e x p a n s i o n  t o  meet f u t u r e  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  

hut i t  m u s t  also provide for the lowest p o s s i b l e  rate t o  the 

consumer .  The Commission h a s  d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  a range of 

returns on e q u i t y  of 12.5% t o  14.5% would  meet these c r i te r ia  

for Kentucky  Power Company. This f i n d i n g  of a " z o n e  of 

r e a s o n a b l e n e s s "  for  Kentucky Power's r e t u r n  on e q u i t y  is 

fully c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  p r e c e p t s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  United 

States  Supreme C o u r t  in v. N a t u r a l  Gas P i p e l i n e  Company, 

315 U.S. 574, 586 (1942). 

After  c a r e f u l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of Kentucky Power's 

original c o s t ,  its ent i re  c a p i t a l  s t r u c t u r e ,  its h i s to r i ca l  

debt cost and e q u i t y  r e q u i r e m e n t s  a n d ,  f i n a l l y ,  its i n a b i l -  

ity t o  e a r n  the return on e q u i t y  found reasonable by this 

Commission In t h e  p a s t ,  the Commission has found t h a t  a rate 

o r  return OR common e q u i t y  of 13.25% is b o t h  necessary  a n d  

ndequate t o  provide II. f a i r  r e t u r n  on t h e  combined  o p e r a -  

t i o n s  of t h e  u t i l i t y .  For a l l  of these reasons, t h e  Com- 

mission, after a d d i t i o n a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  hereby a f f i r m s  i ts - 
d e c i s i o n  w i t h  rezard t o  the returns f o u n d  . j u s t  and reason- 

able I n  its Order of December 17,  1930. 

- 2 / J o h n s o n  p re f  iled t e s t i m o n y ,  p. S 3 .  

- 3 /Han ley  p r e f i l e d  t e s t i m o n y ,  p. 33. 
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As f u r t h e r  " s u p p o r t "  f o r  i ts  c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  t h e  ra te  

of r e t u r n  g r a n t e d  to t h e  Company is i n a d e q u a t e ,  Ken tucky  Power 

c i t e s  t h e  h i g h e r  r e t u r n s  f o u n d  r e a s o n a b l e  by t h i s  C o m m i s s i o n  

for t h e  L o u i s v i l l e  G a s  & Elec t r i c  Company a n d  Ken tucky  

U t i l i t i e s  i n  t h e i r  most r e c e n t  rate cases. Ken tucky  Power 

a r g u e s  t h a t  s i n c e  its own bond r a t i n g  is lower t h a n  e i the r  

of t h e s e  o t h e r  u t i l i t i e s ,  i t  s h o u l d  h a v e  r e c e i v e d  a h i g h e r  

ra te  of r e t u r n ,  p r e s u m a b l y  on t h e  g r o u n d  t h a t  i t  is a 

"riskier" company for i n v e s t o r s .  ( A p p l i c a t i o n  for  Re- 

h e a r i n g ,  pp. 5 - 6 ) .  

The f a l l a c y  of Ken tucky  P o w e r ' s  a r g u m e n t  on t h i s  p o i n t  

is clear. A company ' s  bond r a t i n g  is  n o t  i n d i c a t i v e  of 

t h e  i n v e s t m e n t  q u a l i t y  o r  r i s k i n e s s  of its common stock issues. 

-4s Moody's  P u b l i c  U t i l i t y  Manual s t a t e s  " r a t i n g s  are d e s i g n e d  

e x c l u s i v e l y  for t h e  p u r p o s e  of g r a d i n g  bonds a c c o r d i n g  t o  

t h e i r  i n v e s t m e n t  q u a l i t i e s . "  - 4/ M o r e o v e r ,  t h e  e v i d e n c e  i n  

t h e  record of t h i s  case does n o t  c o n t a i n  a n y  c o m p a r i s o n  of 

t h e  r e l a t i v e  equity risks of Kenucky U t i l i t i e s ,  L o u i s v i l l e  G a s  

a n d  Electric, and Kentucky  Power. 

The record i n  t h i s  case does, however ,  s u p p o r t  t h e  con-  

c l u s i o n  t h a t  Ken tucky  P o w e r ' s  e q u i t y  is less r i s k y  t h a n  t h a t  

of t h e  a v e r a g e  e lectr ic  u t i l i t y .  Mr. J o h n s o n  ( w i t n e s s  f o r  

t h e  A t t o r n e y  G e n e r a l )  n o t e s  t h a t  Ken tucky  Power is  p a r t  of 

t h e  i n t e g r a t e d  AEP s y s t e m  ( w h i c h  r e d u c e s  r i s k s  associated 

w i t h  b u i l d i n g  a n d  o p e r a t i n g  g e n e r a t i n g  p l a n t s ) ,  t h a t  Ken tucky  

Power is 100% coal f i r e d ,  a n d  h a s  a r e l a t i v e l y  h i g h  common 

e q u i t y  ra t io .  H e  t h e n  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  t h e  r i s k s  a s s o c i a t e d  

w i t h  t h e  e q u i t y  c a p i t a l  of Ken tucky  Power is less t h a n  

t h a t  f a c i n g  s tockholders  of t h e  a v e r a g e  e lectr ic  u t i l i t y .  - 5 /  

- 4/Moody's  P u b l i c  U t i l i t y  Manua l ,  1980, V o l .  I . ,  p. 
v i i ,  e m p h a s i s  added .  

- S / J o h n s o n  p r e f i l e d  t e s t i m o n y  p a g e  20. 
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Moreover ,  i n  h i s  own t e s t i m o n y ,  !8r. H a n l e y  showed t h a t  Kentucky 

Power has a h i g h e r  common e q u i t y  r a t i o  a n d  a better q u a l i t y  

of e a r n i n g s  t h a n  t h e  a v e r a g e  e lectr ic  u t i l i t y  i n  his c o m p a r i s o n  

G /  groups. - 
Since  Ken tucky  Power relied on these comparisons, t h e  

Cornmission rill p o i n t  out h e r e i n  t h a t  Kentucky Power's common 

e q u i t y  r a t i o  of 42.7% is s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h i g h e r  t h a n  e i t h e r  Ken- 

t u c k y  U t i l i t i e s ' s  ratio of 34.4% or L o u i s v i l l e  G a s  & E l e c t r i c ' s  

r a t i o  of 36.4%. P a r t i a l l y  as a result  of t h i s  h i g h  common 

e q u i t y  r a t i o ,  Ken tucky  P o w e r ' s  ove ra l l  cost  of cap i t a l  of 

10.82% is h i g h e r  t h a n  Ken tucky  U t i l i t e s '  cost of capi ta l  of 

10.28%,  and  L o u i s v i l l e  G a s  and  Vlectr ic 's  cost of c a p i t a l  of 

10.4%. 5' I n  b o t h  t h e  Kentucky U t i l i t i e s  and  L o u i s v i l l e  Gas 

and E l e c t r i c  cases, t h e  Cornmission stated t h e  o p i n i o n  t h a t  

t h e  companies would n o t  be able t o  earn t h e  r e t u r n  a u t h o r i z e d .  

The record i n  t h i s  case s u p p o r t s  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  Ken tucky  

Power i n  fact  a c h i e v e d  a h ighe r  return allowed i n  b o t h  1978 

a n d  1979. Clearly, the rate of r e t u r n  on e q u i t y  of 13.25% 

e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  t h i s  case as j u s t  a n d  reasonable for Kentucky 

Power r e f l e c t s  r e c e n t  t rends i n  capi ta l  mfmket c o n d i t i o n s  

and  is c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  recent commission d e c i s i o n s .  

( 2 )  Kentucky Power's second a l l e g a t i o n  of error is 

t h e  C o m m i s s i o n ' s  a c c e p t a n c e  and  use of 11% as the cost f o r  

s h o r t - t e r m  d e b t  t o  t h e  Company during t h e  test  y e a r .  Kentucky 

Power a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e  Commission should have, i n s t e a d ,  used 

t h e  c u r r e n t  prime ra te  a t  t h e  t i m e  t h e  December 17,  1980, 

Order was issued. Whi le  in pas t  years, t h e  Commiss ion  h a s  

a c c e p t e d  this "most r e c e n t "  cost  of s h o r t - t e r m  d e b t  f o r  rate- 

s e t t i n g  purposes. w e  believe that t h e  e x t r e m e  f ~ u c t u a t i o n s  

i n  the prime ra te  d u r i n g  t h e  past year makes t h e  "Cllrrt3nt" 

prime n o  l o n g e r  a p p r o p r i a t e  as 8 t r u e  measure of s h o r t - t e r m  

6 /Han ley  e x h i b i t  accompany ing  p r e f i l e d  t e s t i m o n y ,  
S c h e d u l e s  3, 6 ,  8 & 11. 

- 7/0rder i n  C a s e  #7799 p. 5, and  O r d e r  i n  case #7804, 
p. 5 .  

8/0rder in Case $7799 p. 10, and  Order in Case #7804 

S / T r a n s c r i p t  of h e a r i n g ,  Vol. 2 ,  p. 36-37, A p p l i c a n t  

p. 10: 

C r o s s - E x h i b i t  # 1 ,  J o h n s o n  E x h i b i t  schedule 39. 
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debt cost. Indeed, Kentucky Power's own witness (Mr. Hanley) 

testified in August of 1980 that his estimate of the cost 

of short-term debt to the Company was 1O.DSX. - lo/ Yoreover, 

at the next hearing in November of 1980 (when the prime rate 

was approaching l f jx ) ,  Ur. Hanley d i d  not change his original 

estimate of 11%. No other evidence w a s  presented on 

prospective short-term debt costs by the Company. For these 

reasons, the Commission affirms its original finding that 

Kentucky Power's average cost of short-term debt during 

the test year was approximately 11%. 

(3) Kentucky Power also disagrees with the Commission's 

method of treating a portion of the accumulated ,job develop- 

ment investment tax credits (J.D.I.C.) as debt when deter- 

mining debt charges and related federal and state income 

taxes. The Company's position is that these credits do not 

in actuality generate interest deductible for tax purposes 

and that the Commission's treatment therefore understates 

the adjusted test year tax expenses. 

The Company posed this same argument in its Case No. 7488 

and the Commission's refutation of that point i n  its Order 

on Rehearing dated June 27, 1980, therein applies equally 

to the same issue in the present case: "Since this capital 

(J.D.I.C.) is obtained from the ratepayer at zero cost to the 

company, if actual costs were the issue the Commission would 

n o t  allow aqy return on J.D.I.C." 

This Commission has complied with the provisions of 

Section 4B(f) of the Internal Revenue Code as it relates 

to the election made by Kentucky P o w e r  in that t h e  Commission's 

treatment assigns the overall cost of capital to the unamortized 

portion of t h e  credit. As the IRS Regulation requires 

that the credit be treated as capital (which in Kentucky 

Power's case is composed of common e q u i t y  and debt), 

WJ.O/ianley teutlmony, Schedule 5 ,  p.  1, f.m.3. 
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t h e  C o m m i s s i o n ' s  c o m p u t a t i o n  of t h e  i n t e r e s t  s y n c h r o n i z a t i o n  

a d j u s t m e n t  ( w h i c h  r e f l e c t s  t h e  t a x  d e d u c t i b i l i t y  of in te res t  

on t h e  d e b t  p o r t i o n  of t h e  c a p i t a l  s t r u c t u r e )  is  f u l l y  

c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  i n t e n t  a n d  p u r p o s e  of t h e  I.R.S. Code. 

The  Commission therefore f i n d s  t h a t  t h e  Company's  

r e q u e s t  for a r e h e a r i n g  w i t h  respect t o  t h e  i n t e r e s t  s y n -  

c h r o n i z a t i o n  a d j u s t m e n t  s h o u l d  be d e n i e d .  

( 4 )  A s  its f o u r t h  a s s i g n m e n t  of "error", Ken tucky  Power 

a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e  Commission e r r e d  i n  r e j e c t i n g  t h e  a d j u s t m e n t  

c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  costs  of its p a r e n t  company,  

A m e r i c a n  E l ec t r i c  Power, from New York City t o  Columbus ,  Ohio. 

H e r e  t h e  Company a r g u e s  t h a t  a n y  cost  n o t  y e t  i n c u r r e d  m u s t  

by  d e f i n i t i o n  be es t imated ,  and  t h a t  s u c h  a n  " e s t i m a t i o n "  

d i d  n o t  i n v a l i d a t e  t h e  a d j u s t m e n t  or v i o l a t e  t h e  "measu ra -  

b i l i t y "  r equ i r emen t  for s u c h  a d j u s t m e n t s .  T h e  Commission finds 

no f a u l t  w i t h  t h i s  logic. The  Commission does, however ,  

f i n d  t h a t  t h e  Company d i d  not i n  a n y  manner  prove or sub- 

s t a n t i a t e  i t s  basis for a reasonable e s t i m a t i o n  or m e a s u r a -  

b i l i t y  of t h e  a d j u s t m e n t  or a n y  of t h e  component  costs 

i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  r e l o c a t i o n .  

The  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  p r o v e  t h e  v a l i d i t y  of a ra te  ad- 

j u s t m e n t  c l e a r l y  l i es  w i t h  t h e  Appl icant  b e f o r e  t h e  rate- 

s e t t i n g  body. Y e t  i n  t h e  i n s t a n t  case, t h i s  Commission 

afforded Kentucky  Power t w o  separa te  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  s u p p l y  

i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  s u p p o r t  of t h e s e  "estimated" costs.  I n  i ts 

O r d e r  da t ed  J u l y  1 7 ,  1980, t h e  C o a m i s s i o n  i n  Item No. 10 

r e q u e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  Company s u p p l y  "a c o m p l e t e  d e s c r i p t i o n  of 

the basis of the e s t i m a t e  and any r e f e r e n c e  n e c e s s a r y  t o  

s u p p o r t  t h i s  ba s i s ,  "for pro forma a d j u s t m e n t s  i n t r o d u c e d  

b y  t h e  Company.'' The  Company's  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h i s  request was 

t h a t  s u c h  i n f o r m a t i o n  w a s  p r o v i d e d  i n  i ts  o r i g i n a l  N o t i c e  and  

t h e  t e s t i m o n y  of its w i t n e s s ,  J .  H. V i a ,  . J r . .  E x a m i n a t i o n  of 

these d o c u m e n t s  s h o w s  u n q u e s t i o n a b l y  t h a t  n o  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  

d e r i v a t i o n  or m e t h o d s  u s e d  t o  ca lcu la te  t h i s  a d j u s t m e n t  was 
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provided. 

\Ioreover, unlike other "unknown" costs such as a 

rate case expense, the Commission had no past experience or 

historical costs to r e l y  on to make its own estimate i n  the 

absence of the requested evidence from the Company itself. 

Thus the Commission was left with an undocumented figure 

that could in no way meet the test of "measurability" required 

for ad.justments outside the test year, and s u c h  an adjustment 

must be denied. 

(S). Kentucky Power's f i f t h  p o i n t  in its request for 

rehearing is that the Commission erred in its calculation of 

test year depreciation expense for the Company. The Commis- 

sion finds that a mathematical error on this point was in 

fact made, and w i l l  now correct t h i s  through a revision in 

the rates found just and reasonable for the Company. - 11/ 

Rowever, the Commission finds that no rehearing is necessary 

on this point, and that the Company is authorized to place 

Into effect the revised rates under Tariff L . G . S .  (Large 

General Service) set  out in Appendix "A" of this Order which 

supersedes the L.G.S. rates set out on page 3 of Appendix 

" A "  of the Commission's original Order dated December 17, 

1980. 

(6). A s  its final assignment of "error" on the part 

of the Commission, Kentucky Power argues that the Commission 

should not have allocated the $11.5 M in additional revenue 

granted the Company in this case to each of the utility's 

customer classes in the same proport ion that each such class 

of customers is currently contributing to the Company's 
revenues. Under Kentucky Power's revenue allocatlon 

11/The effect of this revision in Kenucky Power's 
depreciation rates will increase annual revenues to the 
Company by approximately $154,000, 
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p r o p o s a l  a b o u t  50% of t h e  r e v e n u e  r e q u i r e m e n t  would h a v e  t o  

h~ born by t h e  u t i l i t y ' s  r e s i d e n t i a l  c o n s u m e r s  w i t h  a major 

p o r t i o n  of t h e  r e m a i n i n g  r e v e n u e  coming from i t s  commerc ia l  

a n d  I n d u s t r i a l  c u s t o m e r s .  Ken tucky  Power 's  r e s i d e n t i a l  c u s t o m e r s  

are a l r e a d y  b e a r i n g  38% of t h e  Company's  r e v e n u e  r equ i r emen t s  

and  t h e  Commission h a s  f o u n d  that i n  view of p r e s e n t  economic 

conditions there is no justification at this time for 

f u r t h e r  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  ra te  b u r d e n  on t h e  u t i l i t y ' s  r e s i d e n -  

t i a l  c o n s u m e r s ,  many of whom are on low and  f i x e d  incomes .  

For t h i s  r e a s o n ,  w e  are a f f i r m i n g  t h e  o r i g i n a l  r e v e n u e  a l lo-  

c a t i o n  as s e t  f o r t h  i n  our O r d e r  of December 17 ,  1980. 

T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  does wish t o  p o i n t  o u t ,  however ,  t h a t  it 

r e c o g n i z e s  the i m p o r t a n c e  of a fully al located cost  of 

service s t u d y  as o n e  too l  t o  be u s e d  i n  s e t t i n g  rates t h a t  

are j u s t  and  r e a s o n a b l e .  I t  is a n  a c c e p t e d  f a c t  t h a t  s u c h  a 

s t u d y  will reflect t o  some degree the cost  of providing  

s e r v i c e  t o  a u t i l i t y ' s  p a r t i c u l a r  class of s e r v i c e .  Rowever ,  

there is a w i d e  d i v e r g e n c e  of v i e w s  as to t h e  proper  method 

(o r  m e t h o d s )  t o  be used in such a f u l l y  a l l o c a t e d  cost of 

service s t u d y .  U n t i l  such  t i m e  as  t h i s  Commission h a s  had 

the o p p o r t u n i t y  to set its own s t a n d a r d s  f o r  p e r f o r m i n g  s u c h  

cost of service s t u d i e s ,  i t  will give lesser importance t o  

those s t u d i e s  s u b m i t t e d  i n  i n d i v i d u a l  ra te  p r o c e e d i n g s  by 

t h e  u t i l i t i e s  t h e m s e l v e s .  However,  t h i s  s h o u l d  n o t  be 

i n t e r p r e t e d  t o  mean that the Commission w i l l  g i v e  n o  consl- 

d e r a t i o n  t o  a w e l l - d e s i g n e d  cost-of-service study submitted 

in a general rate case. 

Por a11 of the reasons set forth above, a n d  b e i n g  advlaed, 
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- 
t h e  E n e r g y  R e g u l a t o r y  Commission hereby ORDERS t h a t  t h e  Appli- 

cation for R e h e a r i n g  f i l e d  by Kentucky Power Company on 

January 8, 1981, in this matter, be, and it hereby is, 

d e n i e d .  

I T  TS FURTHER ORDERED, t h a t  t h e  rates u n d e r  Tariff L.G.S. 

(Large G e n e r a l  S e r v i c e )  se t  o u t  on Page  3 of Appendix " A "  

to t h e  C o m m i s s i o n ' s  O r d e r  of December 17 ,  1980, are h e r e b y  

s e t  a s i d e .  

IT I S  FURTRXR ORDERED, t h a t  t h e  ra tes  u n d e r  T a r i f f  L.G.S. 

( L a r g e  G e n e r a l  S e r v i c e )  set o u t  i n  Appendix " A "  a t t a c h e d  

hereto and  made a p a r t  h e r e o f  are a p p r o v e d  for s e r v i c e  ren- 

d e r e d  on and  a f te r  t h e  date  of t h i s  O r d e r .  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, t h a t  Ken tucky  Power s h a l l  file 

w i t h i n  t h i r t y  (30) d a y s  of t h e  date  of t h t s  O r d e r  its re- 

v i s e d  tariff s h e e t s  s e t t i n g  out t h e  rates and  c h a r g e s  a p p r o v e d  

t h e r e i n .  

E x c e p t  as m o d i f i e d  h e r e i n ,  t h e  O r d e r  d a t e d  December 17, 

1080, shall remain i n  f u l l  force and e f f e c t .  

none at F r a n k f o r t ,  K e n t u c k y ,  this 2 8 t h  day of J a n u a r y ,  1981. 

ENEHGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

ATTEST : 

S e c r e t a r y  



AMENDMENT TO 

PAGE NO. 3 

APPENDIX "A" 
CASE NO. 7900 ORDER DATED 1 2 / 1 7 / 8 0  

APPENDIX TO AN ORDER OF THE KENTUCKY ENERGY 
RSULATORY COMMISSION IN CASE NO.  7900 
DATED JANUARY 28,  1981 

The following rates and charges a r e  prescribed f o r  t h e  

customers in  the  a rea  served by Kentucky Power Company. All other  

r a t e s  and charges not spec i f i ca l ly  mentioned herein sha l l  remain 

t h e  s a m e  as those i n  e f f ec t  under au thor i ty  of t h i s  Commission 

prior t o  the  da te  of t h i s  Order. 

T A R I F F  L.G. S .  
(Large General Service) 

AVAILABILITY OF SERVICE : 

Replaces  service fo rmer ly  offered under T a r i f f s  LP and CPO. 

Available for general  se rv ice .  Customers s h a l l  cont rac t  f o r  
a d e f i n i t e  amount of e l e c t r i c a l  capacity i n  kilovolt-amperes, which 
s h a l l  be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  m e e t  normal maximum requirements but i n  no 
case s h a l l  the capacity contracted f o r  be less than 50 kva. The 
Company may not be required to  supply capacity i n  excess of t h a t  
contracted f o r  except by mutual agreement. 
in  mult iples  of 25 kva. 

Contracts w i l l  be made 

RATE: 

Service Charge $56.00 per month 
mergy Charge 

Kwhrs equal t o  the  f i r s t  30 times 
the kva of monthly b i l l i n g  demand 6 . 6 5 3 ~  per kwhr 

Kwhrs equal t o  t h e  next 170 t i m e s  
the  kva of monthly demand 3 . 4 2 6 ~  per kwhr 

Kwhrs i n  excess of 200 t i m e s  
t h e  kva of monthly b i l l i n g  demand 2 . 2 3 9 ~  per kwhr 


